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MIKEAL ANDREW HARDIN
35 London Lane

Sharpsburg, Georgia 30277
(404) 251-5018

May 28, 1992

Mr. Andrew C. Barret
Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street
Washington D.C. 20554

Dear Commissioner Barret:

RECEIVED
\JUN .::.119921

FEDERAl C~MUNICATIONS COMMISSIQ'J
OFFICE<IF THE SECRETARY

Enclosed you will find my response to "Requests For Comment On
Proposals To Speed Processing Of MMDS Applications".

I am respectfully requesting that the original conditions under
which filing was executed be honored in good faith by the Federal
Communications Commission and that my interest in the pursuit of
obtaining a license through the original rules of alliance
agreements be regarded in a sincere and active investment
posture.

If I can be of further assistance or answer any questions for
you, please feel free to contact me at the address and telephone
number above.

Thank you for your attention to this important matter.

Sincerely,

Mikeal A. Hardin
Investor

Enclosure.
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RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"

PtrS~ai\t to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hen~by submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position~~y 0
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". .:n~

JUN E~ ,199', ~ ~
(a) As an· adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated'a positi~~

that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology~~~ to ?'
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the ~~Ttii/iitlfA\lftling
environment for the MMDS licenses that would att.rakt qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do n.m own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
n.m qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and fmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks aCceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement eroups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed._.......JI1"-~;M:...-· ~,II_._~;...;.,_'~_~._ Date 05;/202-
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "requestfor comment on proposals to speed process~.f.ijMR~t!PJ!!ications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that ~i~5dii.YilItl!:!Jnced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position ,and opposition to anyC2
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". JUN - 9 19921 ~i

FEDERAlC~UNIC ~EZ
(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, thttl#~~/av~r~

that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a ~fN6ftt1kndidate tr
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a fIling
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by tIle FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC I S rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks L1rough post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nQ1 qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCCls own role-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(t) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which· thousands of
applicants flIed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that flIed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed 1/ /e". /L .,. ,:x:.:. ,'-../
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request/or comment on proposals to speedprocessi~/l.RL~S applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors th~~sl~fi~ my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition to'any
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". JUN ": 9. 19921 ~

..n~

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry,~~~
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology couffffMTtlfA18fbaB'idia~
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a fi~l r
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by avelkge
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nQt own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nQt qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmanda! certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own role-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks aCceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement ~rou.ps", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed ~.~d!./!;L~~, Date ~....e ~/f7..;;:2-
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th ·requestfor comment on proposals to speedprocessinl~~~~ons'" I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors th~t. signitH1lP!!Y~ced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position adtt'bl>poltlM~ any
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". FEDERAlca.iMUNICATIONSCOMMI~1OO i.

OFFrceOF THE SECRETARY -nm
(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-reg~late the cable industry, the FCC dem~nstrateda. potle~

that competition is a better approach, and that "wrreless cable" technology could be a VIable candl~atm ':PJ'
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a fihng r­
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" Oottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting.~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nm own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC I S rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nm qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCCls own role-making
to allow IIpreference credits ll and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement ~roups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlementsII , greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Sign~4/Z'J}c.1;[ett (
(7
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speedprocessin~o~.w."j;Qalions'" I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors th~~ sig~,~nced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm posItion anM'bppd'"Siff<f~lo any 0
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups" FEDERALCc».fMUNICATIONSCOMM/SSK:W-na

OfFICEOFll1ESECRETARY ~~
(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regu.late the cable industry, the FCC dem~nstrated a.po~~

that competition is a better approach, and that "WIreless cable" technology could be a vtable candIdate to i'
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would amg qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
cred!ts" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do n2t own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
n2t qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and f"mancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement wmPs", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied t.ltat MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded lIcense developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(t) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

::

MMDS Applicant: Signed__l~_'__~_'--.----lill-----
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speedprocessi~g ~DV&f/li.Ons", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that SIgnltf~fXJ~ my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and ~1i91U9. any
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". \lUN ::'.Y4.'"~1 0

<a> As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industIy. the~d
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a vi~bl~~:fi t2
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional o~jective was for the FC~ !o c~eate a filing ~
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly partiCIpatiOn by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do D.Qt own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
D.Qt qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement eroups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the Preference of
the FCC, expedite the administ tion of the awards nrocess!

-'r" , ')

MMDS Applicant: Sign~:-r...::;.=.,;..L-,......;·_·C0~t_{_C..-;.:t--l:lllE-/_-G......;~:......;...''_)....;J==--



f(2 Vk qd -fD RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT
II

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request/or comment on proposals to speed processing ~PI\1IlID1nV>ns", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors th~~ signi'fi'Ciiityy~hue-n~ mOfiling as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm posItionand~~_y :Q
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". _.:nQ

FEDERAl.~MUNICATIONSCOMM~
(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, theFC<9if~lJ1i~~

that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a viable candidate tr
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would ittrn&.t qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" Oottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nm own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nm qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and {"mancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow IIpreference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed 1&MI~!'V"lt U&J!.I'@> /I, Date ~~t> i~ '7 d-J
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of~Olf'~",I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenceamy
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and oP9WtftiD~tq99!l""""
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". ~

FEDERAl. CaAMUNJCATIONS2~
(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC deM6A§liilHOO~~

that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a viable candi~ o~

foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filmg
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
!lQ1 qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!.

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(t) For the FCeto -now even eritertain a' retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in gOOd faith would be virtually unconstitutional! .All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules,lhe FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

Date----'-----



r(l Vk ~} --'(;(1

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speedprocessi~g ~~ns", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that slgn1fiHmltflifttMJR(W my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and~tiq~rY a
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". ~_"..."'l ~

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the~
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a viabl~~rdate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" Oottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC I S rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nm qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks aCceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement ~roups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(t) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed {!~~



p{Z PIt( qif -'([.J RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processingijliiGfil;Vl!@ions", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm positionand~_11 any
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". ~ d

rt;DfRAl C<lfMUNICATIONSCOMg_

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-reg~late the cable industry, theFcP'~~~. on
that competition is a better approach, and that "WIreless cable" technology could be a Viable can tao
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filin~
environment for the MMDS licenses that would anrag qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" Oottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nQ1 own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nQ1 qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement &royps", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed~~CL~ ~,



f (C \) k- q J -~O RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing o~{;I;)}I;~", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors th~t. significantlY~~a~ my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm poSItion and ~siiiJt'BQy
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". FEOERALC<*MUNICATIOHSCOMM"i

OFFfCEOF THESECRET.!~
<aj As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress tore-~ the cable industry, the FCC dern~nstrateda. .,

that competition is a better approach, and that "WIreless cable" technology could be a VIable candl t
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing ~

environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nQt own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nQt qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and fmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to aUow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement &roups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"fuU settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed rI?~ ~ Date $-- J 0- q ~
1



rfZ- V IL l1J -- '(0 RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments ~low to address the FCC rules and related factors th~si~e-,~ my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposilldlrhfanYQ
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". JUN =9..'M~I ~

,._, .. 7U., ~ c:a
(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, tIROIrli~,a..MlE.

that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology cou~MaII.~cfi'
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filin•.
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attli&t qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do !lQ1 own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC I S rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nQt qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own nale-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement ~rou.ps", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awa~prE

MMDS Applicant: Signed~./ui:!5~ Dale~ (i I £P



Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "requestfor comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors ~at si~Jb',~~
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position- mCf(r'pf'n§iKdft:lJanf:tJ
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". JUN ::',~.J9921 ~~

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry,~~,~~
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology cotRfFOfai~e tY
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nQ1 own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nm qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement ~roups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed ZdU/ll.A./ 6:Lt~ (,--e.



f f- I'DYe- qJ -~L) RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request/or comment on proposals to speed processing 0/MMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments ~low to address the FCC rules and related factors th~~ siRMe1~noo my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition ro any a
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". JUN - 9 J9i2l ~-, .~. -:Q~

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry,tM>N~~~'
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology couRf6i<iT\faiii~id~io r
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do !lQt own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC I S rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-f11ing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-flling prerequisite without which applications could
!lQt qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement ~roups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtuaIly unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlementsII , greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed~~ Date ~l-
I

::



P/2 VIe q:J-- -76 RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors th~~~\lY~f41enced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments refl~t my firm posif13~~iiiLd to anyO
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". JUN .:.l1992f -n :a

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry~~,~~~g~onstrateda Eiii
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" ~hnology ~drM..~m?ak~
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional obj~tive was for the FCC to create a filmg
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nQt own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nQt qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and fmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement ~rou,ps", the Congressional obj~tive to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administ~of the awards poe.as! ,

MMDS Applicant: Signed c'1lioM/l«>,:j1a:J"l ,rz/it{



Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "requestfor comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position ~Wqt)..1Q..l.ny
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". , V '=U I ~

~~
(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC~0RiJi2L.pt;Iitj.~

that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology ~!!iiablecandidaWlo~
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the ~"Mr
environment for the MMDS licenses that would anmg qualified non-monopoly participation y average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nQ1 own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nQ1 qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement &roups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that fued under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed ~~ Date "M>--
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm.positiR~EDo any
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". 0

. JUN :::"9J99~21.~
(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable mdustry, the FCC'aem~nstrated a. '!!!

that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technologjJlHAI.:JctiIu~Z
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for~Ttiea~j filing ~
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do !lQ1 own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
!lQ1 qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and ("mancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, tbe preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was tbe FCC's own role-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies tbat made tbese risks aCceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement eroups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

/

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater fmance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would IIgrandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage tbe lottery risk for the applicant and, per tbe preference of
the FCC, expedite tbe administration of~ awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Sign"'!-,;::7 U o(})'# Date >= 3,1 - /'.2



RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby sUb~t the comments b~low to address the FCC rules and related factors th~~ sie~tly i~fluenced my //
filing as a smcere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm poS1tiOnJaf@:filref~y
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". . i

JUN ~i:.1ml ~ ~
(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonslIit~'a.~i'..

that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technologyliOOW._IIJ~~ .
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the~ftfBIeT~filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do n.Qt own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nQ1 qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and f"mancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement &roU,ps", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed 6.)~ V~ -< Date.1!1l1 V 3 {« (erg 2-
j



rR 0 lc q,J -'50 RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to sPeedprocessing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors th'!!...si&IJit"pn~uenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm posi1Qrin(tD~ to any
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups",;,.; 19921 0

JUN .._.9A' ~
(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated aifJf .

that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technol~.r!l~"~gj~
foster a competitive industry.. The obvious Congressional o~jective was for~~~~ c!earJ a filiiE' ~
environment for the MMDS licenses that would ittr.ikt qualified non-monopoly particIpation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder,

(c) This anti-monopoly mle-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do !lQ1 own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
!lQ1 qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement ~rou.Ps", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(t) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for. e applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards p oc !

( . f"7'f-t-+--r-/.

MMDS Applicant: Signed-T~""""..J"o;...:~-&iJ'....:I.",.;.JL..+-...,....a..~__



Pi2 ok qJ-g-CJ
Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors th~~ significantly ~~fluenced C:2
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further ~ these comments reflect my firm posItion and opposItion to any ::a
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to 'sett1em~tgroups' . REGEIV.ED ~'-

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable mdustry, the Fggw~tIfIFd apo~"
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was fi5iE~IIQIG!lWlCtleaaIIl.aSftling

environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoiJF~atpiimHlfi~ average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" Oottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nQt own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nQt qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement f:roups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared·by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(t) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awar rocess!

MMDS Applicant: Signed - .-A Date ~4hv



RFSPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firmpoSi~~ to any
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". a

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the~~teda~'
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technol<JiiRi}l}Q~~Tmble crndi§it QI:.
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objectivewas'loi'~~~" ~HilO~ ~
environment for the MMDS licenses that would ittmkt qualified non-monopoly participation by aVe{age
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nm own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nm qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own mle--making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement ~roypsn, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would·be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"fuU settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
Ibe FCC, expedite Ibe admini<tration of Ibea~!

MMDS Applicant: Signedk;;f'£~~;£ Date ~



C'rf.- Dl( q~ ~«;() RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th ·requestfor comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby sUb~t the comments ~low to address the FCC rules and related factors th~t. signifi~~J.q(lup\ced my
filing as a smcere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm posltiotfUi~MMW any 0
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". .\992\ :!

JUN~~).. ::!1 GI
(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstra~a.~

that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology~-.1!~ t~
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the ~lt~fA~ a ing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-rooting with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nQ1 own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nQ1 qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own role-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement ~roups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especiany resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed~'&-J~ Date 5 .~ J <1 -qd-.



RFSPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "requestfor comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related facto~!t~~~~~fluenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my ~kM1~Sltion to an~,

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". .\992. '::JI
N"9 \ ..-,., ......JU .::._... ~ Gl~

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstm~a.
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" ~R+l~~I6l~candll1ite
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective w~~n~~l~I1Jreate a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would mtti!kt qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by th~ FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nQ1 own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
DQ1 qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and f"mandal certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own role-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement f:roups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be pa.t1y to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed~ v...?qv zP.-



yR-vK q) -'{D RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"

Pursuant to the FCC's Apri19th "requestfor comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors th~~ signifi~~y
tiling as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and~ 16 iity 0
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". JUN 9.. 1992f:01

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FS:~irIP.8nf~~a.......
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology coulaDe};g~1
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a 109
environment for the MMDS licenses that would aurng qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do n.m own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-tiling prerequisite without which applications could
nQ1 qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and fmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement ~roups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(t) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed Date C::<4<£- I /97:L
~ ,


